IOWA LAND SERVICE

Farm Sales & Farm Management

521 W Boundary St, Clarinda 1A §1632
Phone (712)542-4841, Fax {712)542-3736
www.theperfectfarm.com

‘February 27, 2004

Mr David McKay

Conservation Planning Team Leader, Conservatlon Operat|ons Division
Natural Resources Conservation Service

Box 2890

Washington DC 20013

Dear Sir:

As an lowa landowner, farmer and professional farm manager for 12,000+ acres in
southwest lowa, | feel the need to comment on the CSP program. The original plan had
much merit and | especially liked the slogan "Reward the best and motivate the rest." A
noble endeavor to protect our environment and encourage even greater participation
with an economic incentive. In summary, the proposed dilution of the CSP program will
in fact make it a "non program.” | concur with my son's analysis which has been
attached. : '

Sincerely yours,
MARTIN L MATTES, AFM, ARA
MMl
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W David McKay

Consarvation Planning Tewm Leader, Conservalion Operations Division

Nararal Resources Conseryallon Scarvies

P.0), Rox 2890, Washingtor. DC 20013-1850

(202) 720-1845; fax: (202) 7204265

Subwnit to: david.mckay®@usda gov, Attention: Conservation Seewity Program {; Sﬁspense: 2 Mar 04)
TIeae Sir:

T son writing in n.#pnme 1o your request for comments on the Conservation Séeutity Progrum (CSF) pmposcd
rule {7 CFR Part 1469; 89 Federal Regisier 194, Tonuury 2, 2004). My comments addreds sign-ups. eligitility
criteiia, cottrmel requireiients, enpollment calegorics, and payments.

T approciils UQDANRI“'S"; ¢fforts to implerient the Conservation Security Progmurs, T agree swith marfy of the -
options. proposed in this Federal Wegister Notes, howiver, 1 beficvs the rile caiy be triproved. - I recormmmend
modifying 7 CER Part 1469 fo/ mcmpm'am tay suggestions. 1 stend ready to work mih the NRCS to tiriplerment. this
Irnpurant prograim on piy FanEn operations.

‘Sincemiy.

Scoll K. Maties, FE.
Environmentil Progrin Meamwger

- Adischment N
* Conserviition Secisity Program (CS1%) Comimsnts
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Attachment

1. Signups

a. Applicants should be allowed to sign-up their agricultural operations for CSP based on demonstrating
successful environmental stewardship, not simply based on watershed priority. Limiting sign-up
opportunities to producers in “high priority” watersheds unfairly discriminates against agricultural producers
that have excelled as environmental stewards of their operation’s natural resources. The producer’s
environmental stewardship may have been the very reason why the watershed is not currently considered a
high priority watershed. The current rule conflicts with the fundamenta] intent of the CSP program-"to
support ongoing conservation stewardship of working agricultural lands by providing payments and
assistance to producers to maintain and enhance the condition of the resources.”

Producers (regardless of watershed location) that have demonstrated successful environmental sbewm'dship of their
farm’s natural resources should be allowed to sign-up for CSP. The CSP Rule and NRCS should give equal
consideration for CSP benefits to these producers as afforded to producers 1ocated in high priority watersheds.

b. NRCS should publish sign-up criteria no later than 180 days prior to the first sign-up period. Producers need at
least 180 days to adequately study their farm operations and the sign-up criteria and determine if CSP benefits
outweigh program administration costs for their farm operations.

¢. Templates should be developed for the self-screening questionnaire (for each type of eligible land use),
benchimark condition inventories, and CSP application. Producers should have example templates available for
* preparing their own farm operation documents.

2. Eligibility criteria

a. Eligibility criteria are not well defined. The CSP statute defines eligible producers as those individuals that
submit an approved conservation security plan and enter into a CSP contract to carry out the conservation security
plan ‘Eligible land is defined as all private agricultural land, including incidental forested land, excluding land that
is under a CRP, WRP, or GRP contract, or that has not been planted or considered to be planted in the last 4 of the 6
years preceding the enactment of the 2002 Act. '

CSP helps sustain the economic well-being of those farmers and ranchers who reach this pinnacle of good land
stewardship, and enhance the ongoing production of clean water and clean air on their farms and ranches—which -
are valuable commodities to all Americans. A producer that enrolled portions of the agricultural operation into
CRP, WRP, or GRP prior to 2002 'should not be pena]jzed in the CSP enrollment process for past environmental
stewardship initiatives. A producer who installed CRP riparian buffer sttips, planted trees (under CRP), idled
highly érodible land for enrollment in CRP should still get “credit” for these activities for enroliment in CSP.
Addressing specified resource concerns such as soil quality and water quality for tier I and tier I levels prior
to program enrollment through other farm programs (CRP, WRP, GRP, EQUIP, etc.) should positively
accentuate the producer’s CSP application. These initiatives should be included in the CSP eligibility criteria and
considered in total with other initiatives the producer has implemented. Although ¥ agree that CSP payments
should not be paid for acreage already enrolled in CRP, WRP, and GRP, this same land should be included in the-
eligibility ériteria to determine if the producer bhas treated all land to FOTG standards. Being enrolled in CRP,
WREP, GRP, should not “count against” the producer’s corrent and past environmental stewardship. The producer 8
past initiative to enroll land in these programs demonstrates the intent of the CSP program “to support ongoing
conservation stewardship of working agricultural lands.”
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b. Current requirements state the producer must “.. .address resource concerns to a minimum level of treatment that
meets or exceeds the resource quality criteria according to the NRCS Field Office Technical Guides in terms of
land management and/or structural practices for each land use. Only land that meets or exceeds the required level of
treatment for the identified resource concerns can be included in the CSP program for payment.” The CSP Rule
should include attachments that list all water quality and soil quality concerns and the corresponding quality criteria
levels. For consistency and clarity, this information should be clearly presented and not referenced in the NRCS

. FOTG. '

¢. The CSP regulation requires that the eligible land has not been planted or considered to be planted in the last 4 of
the 6 years preceding the enactment of the 2002 Act. This requirement, although considered valid under
previous farm programs, is not valid under CSP. If the “fundamental philosophy and intent of CSP is to support
ongoing conservation stewardship of working agricultiral lands by providing payments and assistance to producers
to maintain and enhance the condition of the resources” then, the number of years a parcel has been considered to
be planted should be irrelevant. Pastureland and wooded areas may never have been planted, yet these lands
otherwise meet the intent of CSP since they may be areas with highly erodible land or other natural resource
concerns that are not addressed by other existing farm programs. Recommend changing the requirement to all
otherwise eligible land and delete the time requirément for land considered to be planted. .

3. Contract Requirements

NRCS is proposing, in addition to the étatutoﬁly mandated contract requirements, to give funding priority to
producers who are willing to vndertake enhancement activities, such as addressing locally identified resotirce
concerns or providing important assessment and evaluation information.

Producers that address locally identified resource concerns or provide important assessment and evaluation
__information should be rewarded for exceptional environmental stewardship. However, the CSP Rule must go into
more detail about specific “enhancement” activities. Producers must know exactly what will be required, how
much it will cost, and how long they must maintain/continue the enhancement before agreeing to the CSP contract.
If this level of detail is left to the State, producers must be given an opportunity to review and assess enhancement
' requirements before committing to a CSP contract. If left to the State, the CSP Rule should be modified to allow

producers 90 days to assess proposed enhancement requirements without detracting from their CSP application,
competitive priority, and potential funding.

4. Enrollment Categories

According to the CSP Rule, “NRCS believes it is necessary to prioritize applicants based on their existing
level of conservation performance and their willingness to undertake additional conservation activities above
and beyond the regulatory contract requirements for their tier of participation.” Prioritization is important,
but producers that have used other farm programs (i.e., CRP, WRP, EQUIP, etc.) to improve environmental
stewardship of natural resources should not be placed in a lower priority enrollment category than a producer
who has not. More appropriately, producers who effectively utilized other farm programs to improve their
farm’s environmenta) stewardship “portfolio” should receive a higher priority than farms that do not
maintain the same high level of environmental stewardship.

5. Payments

a. NRCS proposés to apply a consistent reduction factor to all regional rental rates to scale down the share of .

payments going to base payments (for all tiers of participation). Reducing base program payments by a
' constant factor dilutes the CSP program benefits for farm producers and will create a disincentive fpr
producer’s to invest the necessary time, money, and energy into improving the environment. Strong base
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program payments are necessary for maximum producer interest, widespread environmental benefits, and to
motivate producers to “...maintain and enhance the condition of the resources.”

I disagree with the CSP Rule’s position that “the more that program payments are made toward aspects
directly related to additional environmental performance, rather than on base payments, more conservation is
likely to be obtained.” As a producer, I believe the opposite is true. The CSP program will require a large
investment of my time, money, and energy to develop the necessary plans and to maintain compliance with
the long-term operational parameters. If producers do not believe that CSP will benefit them financially with
little “out-of-pocket” costs to them, it will not be a viable farm program. Ifnot viable, the result will NOT be
a “...net environmental benefits accruing to the program.” I recommend setting the base reduction payment
at 90%, not 10% of the Average Rental Rate and fixing the rate over the entire CSP program. If left at 10%,
a producer with Tier 3 contract would need nearly 8200 acres enrolled in CSP (not including CRP, WRP,
etc.) to reach $13,500 in payments (8181 acres x $110/ac x 0.1 x 0.15). The payment would equate to an
incentive of $1.65/acre/yr on land not enrolled in other farm programs, hardly “rewarding the best and
motivating the test.” If the base reduction payment were changed to 90%, the same producer would need
only 910 acres enrolled in CSP to reach $13,500 in payments under a Tier 3 contract (a $15/acre benefit).
Changing the base reduction factor to 90% will “reward the best and motivate the rest.”

* In exchange for the base payment (worth less than a cup of coffee per acre under the proposed rule), the
producer would be required to do the following: 1) complete a self screening questionnaire for each land use
enrolled, 2) complete a benchmark condition inventory, 3) satisfy initial sign-up criteria including
information about enhancement activities, 4) develop an application to the program, 5) submit the completed
CSP application to NRCS, 6) participate in a follow-up interview with the NRCS, 7) confirm the application
information, 8) work with NRCS to complete a Conservation Security Plan, and 9) maintain and comply with
the plan for the life of the contract. Other CSP payments (existing practice, new-practice, enhancement
payments) do not pay for the producer’s time and management costs to implement the CSP--in other words,
the base component payment should compensate the producer for the inherent hassles/headaches associated
with implementing and managing any government program. The base payment should be the vehicle that
compensates the producer for their overall management of CSP activities. A $1.65/ac/yr payment doesn’t
compensate the producer for the amount of effort required to implement, manage, and comply with the CSP.

b. “Some ANPR commenters noted a possible redundancy between CSP and other programs (such as EQIP
and WHIP) that include cost-share payments for installing structural practices. '
Producers may use EQIP, WHIP, or other cost-share programs to install practices prior to applying for CSP.
NRCS is proposing to utilize the new practice component of CSP to provide cost-share when practices are
needed although at a lower cost share than other USDA programs, to minimize redundancy between CSP and
other existing USDA conservation programs. Some of the practices necessary to address those resource
concerns might be funded with a new practice payment in CSP, aithough at a lower rate than other NRCS
programs.” Lower rates for new practices paid for using CSP is inconsistent with the overall intent of thp
" CSP program “to support ongoing conservation stewardship of working agricultural lands.” Producer’s wanting to _
improve natural resources through environmental stewardship should be allowed to use existing farm programs
{e.g., EQUIP) to fund new practices within a CSP contract or the CSP Rule should be modified to pay the same rate
for new structures as other farm programs. The goal of CSP is environmental stewardship. If a producer has
successfully cared for their natural resources to the point of being eligible for CSP, then new practices installed
under CSP should be funded to the same level as other farm programs to encourage maximum interest and
environmental benefit.

c. Isupport letting landowners and operators negotiate the split in program payments. The' emphasi-s should
be based on the monetary investment made and work performed to implement a conservation security plan.
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" DATE:

“ATTN: David McKay |
~ NRCS Conservation Opezations
PO Box 2890
Washington, DC 20013-2890 '~
Fax 202-720-4265

Dear Mr. McKay

1 support the CSP as a nationwide conservation program focused on worlung fa:mlands and
"'mmhlandsthatmﬂ“rewardthebest,andmotlvatetherest PR o

- . CSPcanbea very useful tool for helping farmers to conserve and i mprove natural resources, but ‘
" only if the proposed rule is changed to reflect the original spirit of progtam. USDA should issue
_a supplement to the rule, which would be open for public comment for 30 days. This shouldbe . _
"""" " done immediately to make the rule consistent with the iaw authorizing the CSP, and with the .
funding allocated by Congress restoring it to its uncapped, naﬁonal entltlement program status.

Speclﬁcally, I tecommend the followmg changa o

» Restore Green Payments - Farmers should be financially rewarded for outstandmg
" environmental performance. The proposed rule calls for pennies per acre for base
payments, as low as five percent cost-share payments.for practices, and enhanced -
payments well below the farmer’s costs. It is doubtful farmers would bother to apply
“with these low payments Restore payments to the levels callod for in the law

s Make All Famxs E‘.llglblo Restore ehg1b1hty for all by ehmmatmg tbs selecuon of
pnonty watershc:ds and lnmwd categonm for enrollment. _

. .Mouvate Farmers Allow farmers to achleve high conservauon standards whlle in the
o program, notasa precondmon for applymg . . o

® Restore Compmhmsxva Conservatlon Appmach- Allow farmers to address mgmﬁcant ,
natural resource concerns on their farm. Aflow use of all effective conservation
practices, instead of severely restricting what can be done. Allow states to add upto
three other resources of concern to the nanonal fesource concerns of soil qua]ity and

water quahty

Sincerely,

1o fo e

Name ]d’rﬁg@f\f\b\’ U‘Q@VM{@&F‘AMW\ ()r’ﬂ
- Organization (Cntrad Cm&f”\/ti‘%ant Té&ﬂ’)
Addeess Dp Y SAO ;

TermplEftn (A 42445
Memibership Org - 150 emis's W;CDO ALLES In 6&051’1(3
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- DATE: F-e/é—rt/d:7 .26 JOO%
ATTN: David McKay ‘
NRCS Conservation Operahons ; : T
PO Box 2890 ' ‘ -

. . Washington, DC 20013-2890

Fax 202-720-4265

Dear Mr. MuKay,

I support th;: CSPasa nanommde conservation program focused on workmg farmlands and
ranchlands that will “reward the best, and motivate the rest.” . . _

CSP can be a very useful tool for helping farmers fo conserve and 1mprove natural resources, but
only if the proposed rule is changed to reflect the original spirit of program. USDA should issue
_ a supplement to the rule, which would be open for public comment for 30 days. This should be
"done immediately to make the rule consistent with the Iaw authorizing the CSP, and with the
ﬁmdmg allocated by Congress restoring it to its uncapped, national entitlernent program status,

Spemﬁcally, I recommend the followmg changes:

Resto:re Green Payments - Farmers should be ﬁnanclally rewarded for outstanding
environmental performance. The proposed rule calls for pennies per acxe for base
payments, as low as five percent cost-share payments for practices, and enhanced

‘payments well below the farmer’s costs. It is doubtful farmers would bother to apply

with these low payments. Restore payments to the levels called forin the law.

Make All Fa:rms Eligible - Restore cligibility for all by ehmmatmg the selection of
priority watersheds and limited categonw for enrollment. _ .

Motivate Farmers - Allow farmers to achieve high conscrvauon standards while iz the

_ program notas a precondltmn for applymg

‘Restore Comprehcnswe Conservation Approach- Allow farmers to addrcss s1gmﬁcant

natural resource concerns on their farm. Allow use of all effective conservatxon ~
practices, instead of severely restricting what can be done. Allow states to add up to
three other resources of concern to the nahona] resource concerns of soil quality and

water quahty

Smcere]y,

WC@W

Name _S”a.h ef& BMMS

Orgamzatmn

Address ), - H.
Ha?.arsgw rb 3"717"'0
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+ ATTN: David McKay D _ -
NRCS Conservation Opcraﬁons ' L -
PO Box 2890 ' '

Washington, DC 2001 3-2890
Fax 202-720-4265

Dear Mr. McKay,

I support the CSP as a nationwide conservation program focused on workmg farmlands and
ranchlands that will ‘reward the best, and motivate the rest” : _

CSPcanbea very useful tool for hclpmg farmers to conserve and improve natural resourcm, but
' tmly if the proposed rule is changed to reflect the original spmt of program. USDA should issue
_ asupplement to the rule, which would be open for public coinment for 30 days. This should be

done immediately to make the rule consistent with the law authorizing the CSP, and with the

funding allocated by Congress restoring 1t to its lmcapped, national cntitlement program status

Spec:fically, I recommend the following chang&s

® . Restors Green Payments - - Farmers should be financially rewarded for outstanding
environmental performance. The proposed rufe calls for pennies per acre for base
payments, as low as five percent cost-share payments for practices, and enbanced
' -‘payments well below the farmer’s costs. It is doubtful farmers would bother to apply
' .mthﬂl&selowpayments Restorepaymeﬂsﬂothelevelscaﬂedformﬂmlaw ;o

o Make All Farms Eligible - Restore eligibility for all by ehmmaimg the selection of
- priority watersheds and limited categories for anro[lmcnt.

" ‘e Motivate Farmers Allow farmers to achieve lngh conservation standards while in the
program, not as a precondition for applymg ‘ .

» Restore Comprehenswe Conservation Approach— Allow farmers to address mgm:ﬁcmrt
. natural resource concerns on their farm. Allow use of all effective conservation '
practices, mstead of severely restricting what can be done. Allow states to add up to
* three other resources of concem to the national resource concerns of soil quality and

water quality:
Sin‘cerely', '
aQ ,,LJ i-:_
N . \\-...
Ora-::ﬁzation EWM CL«-U-\» L, I%V‘n:- M("G“P\,‘ S}- AM
Address _ (-ILMW"‘“* “? 6‘?‘ £ dmme soty

2742 W"'-“-fc.n Rolye RaaA
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